
MOTORSPORTS TASK FORCE

AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 2007

COUNTY-CITY BUILDING
555 S. 10TH STREET, ROOM 113

7:30 A.M. - 8:30 A.M.

1. Approval of Minutes - January 31, 2007 (see attached,
including proposed changes by Dr. Chéenne)

2. Subcommittee Reports
a. Economic, Fiscal, Social & Environmental - Jeff Maul
b. Location - Mike DeKalb
c. Demand - Darl Naumann

3. Economic Impact Analysis: The Potential Impact of an NHRA
Drag Racing Facility in Lancaster County - Dr. Eric Thompson
Director, UNL Department of Economics, Bureau of Business
Research (see attached)

4. Future Agenda Items
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MINUTES
MOTORSPORTS TASK FORCE

Wednesday, February 14, 2007 - 7:30 a.m.
County-City Building, Room 113

Task Force Members Present:  Carol Brown, Dave Dykmann, Randy Harre, Gary Juilfs, Chris
Kingery, Karen Kurbis, Mike Tavlin, Greg Osborn, Larry Lewis, Mike DeKalb, Lincoln-Lancaster
County Planning Department (Ex-officio); Kerry Eagan, County Chief Administrative Officer (Ex-
officio); Darl Naumann, Lincoln-Lancaster County Economic Development Coordinator  (Ex-
officio), Jeff Maul, Convention & Visitors Bureau Executive Director (Ex-officio)

Task Force Member Absent: Russ Bayer, Stan Patzel, Larry Lewis and Scott Holmes (Ex-
0fficio)

Others Present: Dr. Eric Thompson, UNL Economics Professor; Marvin Krout, Lincoln-Lancaster
County Planning Department Director;  Marlene Tracy, Randy Moore, Jeff Atkinson, Jill Bailie,
The Waverly News; Jean Ortiz, Lincoln Journal Star; Erin McGovern, Urban Development; Ally
Milligan, Mary Meyer, County Board Clerk; and other interested parties

Minutes

Harre moved approval of the minutes from January 31, 2007 with proposed changes offered by
Dr. Dominique Chéenne (see Exhibit A); seconded by Maul.  Motion passed unanimously.

The Potential Economic Impact of a NHRA Drag Racing Facility in Lancaster County -
Presentation by Dr. Eric Thompson
    
Dr. Thompson presented “The Potential Economic Impact of a NHRA Drag Racing Facility in
Lancaster County”.  (See Exhibit B.)  Dr. Thompson stated the study was built on research
previously conducted by the Bureau of Business Research on the Lincoln economy which
produced the following studies:  “The Impact of Growth on Quality of Life and Fiscal Conditions
in Lincoln, Nebraska” and “Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis for the Lincoln Arena Task
Force”.  Dr. Thompson’s presentation focused on three areas:  1) Quality of Life Benefits; 2)
Economic Impact; and 3)  Public versus Private Provision.

Quality of Life Benefits

Dr. Thompson stated there is a quality of life benefit to individuals when shopping, services, and
entertainment options are available locally. This point was illustrated by a “Quality of Life
Benefits Demand Curve”, which shows how many consumers would be willing to pay a certain
amount for an activity. Amenities available locally do not include travel expenses, and therefore
cost less.  Consequently, there is a greater number of individuals willing to pay for the amenity.
The difference is shown by a shaded area under the demand curve, which represents the
increase in quality of life.  Dr. Thompson believes the Vision 2015 Group is applying this concept
in advocating for more entertainment sites in Lincoln.

By way of example, Dr. Thompson stated drag racing fans in Lincoln have to go different places,
like Topeka, resulting in higher costs for travel, lodging, etc.  A drag racing facility located in
Lancaster County would result in lower costs and greater attendance, thereby producing an
increase in the quality of life.  In turn, a higher quality of life will attract more residents, which
leads to higher property values.
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Economic Impact Study

Dr. Thompson emphasized the study estimated the annual tourism impact for Lancaster County
and the State of Nebraska, and did not estimate construction impact or impact from operating
the track.  The study examined the estimated impact on multipe indicators, including total
economic activity, wages, and employment associated with wages.

The estimated economic impact was based on several assumptions, including:
• 60 days of racing (analysis of other mid-size and smaller tracks)
• Primarily locally-oriented events (attendance of 1,000)
• 6 days of larger divisional events (2 events - attendance of 8,000)
• Spending of $1,000/person (mostly from within County on local events, and out-of-

county on regional events)
(Additional information regarding assumptions and methodology used in predicting the economic
impact can be found in the power point presentation reproduced in Exhibit A).

Economic multipliers were calculated using IMPLAN software, producing the following predicted
annual economic impact:

• New or retained visitor spending - $7.8 million
• Economic impact on total economic activity - $9.9 million, with $3.3 million in annual

wages associated with this impact
• Larger events would produce a larger impact, perhaps $20 million (5 larger divisional

or national events)
• Statewide impact is smaller

- new or retained visitor spending - $4.5 million
- impact on total economic activity - $5.9 million, with $2.1 million of associated

wages

Private vs. Public Provisions 

Dr. Thompson stated  for some new entertainment venues (Arena) the private provision isn’t
an option, but private development and ownership is an option for a drag strip.  Several of the
questions asked regarding public versus private provision Include:

• Should government provide a service that could be provided privately?
• Would a private developer be more entrepreneurial?
• Does public provision distract government from focusing on core services such as

public safety, parks, etc.

Dr. Thompson noted public development costs of a project must be detracted from the economic
benefit of the project.  He referred to the Lincoln arena study, which would provide a large gross
economic impact, but the cost of public funding to pay off bonds produces a large negative
economic impact.  Thus the net annual economic impact of the arena is modest, approximately
$5 million, with associated wages of $1.7 million.

In conclusion, Dr. Thompson noted the economic impact of private venues is always greater than
government provision of similar venues.  One possible drawback is that private facilities may not
always be in the best locations.     

Questions

Karen Kurbis  asked how long it would take for the annual economic projections to be realized.
Dr. Thompson responded that with an experienced track operator with connections in the
industry the numbers could be hit quickly once the track is up and running.  He emphasized the
study used assumptions which resulted in lower numbers, and the more optimistic prediction of
$20 million would take longer.
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Larry Lewis stated he believes the daily spending projection of $91/day is very conservative. He
believes the figure is closer to $300/day.  He added if you have a sanctioned track and an NHRA
sanctioned event the first year people will come from all over the country, and the impact will
be immediate.

Carol Brown asked Dr. Thompson if he studied the economic impact from business spin off
related to a facility, e.g.,  body shops, parts stores, etc.  Dr. Thompson responded the study
focused only on tourism.   Brown stated her opinion that new businesses will open if the track
is built.

Brown added there is a double positive, as the people do not need to travel outside of our
community to attend races, thereby saving money and spending more in our community, and
potentially lower our tax burden.  Dr. Thompson generally agreed with Brown’s analysis,
referring to his earlier comments regarding the increase on quality of life. 

In response to a question from Maul, Dr. Thompson indicated a larger share of the total
economic impact would be new dollars coming into the community.

Maul asked if there were any red flags in the study?   It was noted an experienced operator
would generate more immediate impact.  A further question was raised as to whether any of the
tracks examined in the study involved inexperienced operators. Thompson replied he was not
sure about the track studied in Florida, but believes the track operators in Topeka and Brainerd
are experienced. 

Maul asked if looking at the short term, you maximize your economic impact with private
investment versus public investment.  Dr. Thompson stated when you have the option of private
investment,  the private developer bears construction costs and the project doesn’t become a
drain on the public sector. 

Kurbis asked how the eight (8) sites in the study were selected, and if estimates were used or
actual attendance figures obtained.  Dr. Thompson said they looked at actual schedules, the
number of race days, attendance, and also had information from published research studies.
One case was projected attendance and the other three were actual attendance.  Some of the
sites or facilities studied include Cordova, Mid-American, SRCA, Tri-State, Western Colorado,
Kearney, Brainard, and one in South Dakota.  Dr. Thompson added they did not pick just the
jewels of the racing industry, but instead tried to include a variety of facilities.

Kurbis asked if Mid-American was an Iowa facility? Thompson replied yes.   Kurbis added
Topeka’s  60-day advance calendar for last year showed only 10 days reserved for street
dragging.  Kurbis questioned whether these figures indicate the Topeka track is not as successful
as some people believe.

Dr. Thompson said with most venues it’s very unusual to have just 10 street drag days.
However, he added the Topeka track does have a higher number of the larger regional and
national type events, leaving less time reserved for street drags.  Kurbis questioned whether
street drags have much economic impact outside of concessions. Dr. Thompson acknowledged
these events have a smaller impact, but the cumulative effect can be large.

Tavlin noted  at the Friday night local races, participants and spectators not only buy
concessions, but will also buy parts, fuel, other items in Lincoln.

Brown asked if consideration was given for other events which happen at these facilities, like
swap meets.  Dr.  Thompson said he did not include other activities in the study.
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Juilfs asked what size of business would need to be recruited to have the same economic impact
projected for the drag strip. Dr. Thompson replied this information was not examined in the
report, but he did refer to another study for the University’s athletic department, and believes
the impact may be similar to adding another football game.

Brown asked if consideration was given to using the facility for testing automobiles, or possibly
training for the State Patrol.  Again, Dr. Thompson stated the study focused on tourism and did
not include these activities.

Marvin Krout asked if the study examined the fiscal impact to the city and county from
additional governmental costs related to the facility. Dr. Thompson indicated these costs were
not examined, but indicated other studies have shown the impact on local government is not
a problem.

Kurbis asked if studies are examining the impact on the valuation of residences near tracks.  Dr.
Thompson said his study did not examine this topic, but believes it is a relevant issue.  Eagan
asked if there were studies that have looked at this issue? Thompson replied he’s not aware of
any.

Brown asked if there was a way to get this information.  Eagan indicated it would require
contacting the Assessor in communities with tracks, and checking land values near tracks at
various time periods.  He added this process would be labor-intensive.  Brown said she would
attempt to get this information.

Maul stated he thought the average daily spending identified in the  Randall tourism study done
for the Convention and Visitors Bureau was $286.14 per day, instead of $91.00 per day.   Dr.
Thompson said his study uses per person spending and the Randall study uses per party.

Subcommittee Reports

Economic, Fiscal, Social & Environmental

Maul stated the subcommittee did not meet last week and does not have an update. He added
the report by Dr. Thompson will greatly assist the subcommittee in completing its analysis of
economic impact.  Also, information is still being gathered regarding social and environmental
impacts. 

Location

DeKalb said the committee met  and went through an exercise of choosing potential sites by
identifying and applying the most critical characteristics for the best location. An early rough
draft has been completed and the subcommittee will meet immediately after this meeting to
finalize the draft. 

Demand

Naumann said minor changes were made to the draft survey and they are now ready to proceed
if authorized to do so.  Naumann reiterated the survey is not scientific and he will not stand
behind the data.  He indicated the survey will mainly gather data about the potential user base
for a track.

Brown asked when the survey would be ready. Naumann thought fairly quickly.  He added
making the survey more reliable would increase the cost of the survey.  In response to a
question from Brown, Naumann indicated the survey would run for one or two weeks.
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Eagan stated the survey will cost  $70.00 an hour to place on the County’s web site and compile
the results.  Some controls could be added to discourage multiple responders.  He indicated
costs should be nominal, even with additional controls.  He stated the County Board will need
to authorize the survey, and authorization would be requested from the Board at its meeting on
Thursday, February 15, 2007.

Kurbis questioned whether the survey should be done if the results would be unreliable.  
Naumann answered it’s just a look at the community, intended only to gauge the number of
users. Kurbis expressed her opinion that we already know there is interest in a facility and there
is no need to do the survey. 

Eagan stated the County Board received numerous emails and letters in favor of the track on
HW 77.  Although there is no question there is demand for a track, the survey is simply an effort
to more formally measure that demand.  Thus he sees some value in gathering the information
even though the survey is not scientific. 

Kurbis inquired as to whether the survey could be emailed to committee members.  Naumann
said he could do that, but cautioned controls may still be added.

Osborn stated he doesn’t think the survey should be sent without controls in place to help
prevent multiple responses from the same person.  Examples of controls include asking for
contact information from the responders in case follow-up questions need to be asked, limiting
the response time to 48 hours, etc.

In conclusion, Eagan stated finalized sub-committee reports are due at the next meeting,
scheduled for Wednesday, February 21, 2007.  The agenda will also include a discussion about
the final report.  Based on these discussions a final report will be drafted and discussed further
at the committee meeting on Wednesday, February 28, 2007.

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:23am.

Submitted by,

Mary Meyer
County Board Clerk
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